We would like to thank the reviewers for the in-depth review and constructive comments. Below we provide point-to-point responses to each comment. Reviewer comments are given in italic and responses are given in bold. .
We add a description of the improvements and specific strengths of the NUIST-CSM-2.0.1 in section 2 (Pg3 L28 -Pg4 L5). 
I also find it somewhat misleading to call their model an Earth

Specific points
In the supplemental material, we provide a detailed model comparison of dynamic ocean fields between NUIST-CSM-2.0.1 and CMIP5 models during the pre-industrial era and historical period. Also, NUIST-CAM simulated biogeochemical fields are compared with IPSL-CM5A-LR. In the revised manuscript, we provide corresponding discussion about the comparison in section 3 (Pg7 L6-8). Park et al. 2008 (also using Response: Thank you for your comments. The chlorophyll-dependent light attenuation scheme is applied to ocean physics. This point is specified in the manuscript (Pg4 L20). The diagnosed sea-air CO 2 flux is -1.7 PgC, i.e., the ocean absorbs 1.7 PgC.
Why is the maximum AMOC 8-10 Sv higher than in
it is a bit counter-intuitive and perhaps confusing to the authors themselves to define the CO
experiment names would be useful, like Hist-FC, RCP85-FC, 1%-FC; Hist-BC etc. e.g. to state which simulation is shown in the figures (not 'from NESM-2.0.1 simulations')
Response: The experiment names is specified in the manuscript (Pg7 L2) and the captions of the figures.
when describing model results, avoid 'is observed' as this is confusing, in particular when
also observations are discussed (e.g., p10 ln. 5, 19; p.11 ln.20, 26) Response: Thank you for your comments. The manuscript is revised correspondingly.
how is the anthropogenic carbon computed?
Response: Averaged over the last 100 years of the spin-up simulation, globally integrated sea-air CO 2 flux is -0.03 PgC yr -1 . We calculate the ocean uptake of anthropogenic CO 2 by subtracting simulated sea-air CO 2 flux from the pre-industrial value.
12. In the model, the chlorophyll concentration is associated with the growth, mortality, aggregation, and grazing by zooplankton while the NPP represent the growth of the phytoplankton. In addition to the chlorophyll concentration, NPP is also associated with nutrients, temperature, and availability of the light. It is mentioned that the parameters compared with CMIP5 models (Fig 16) 
Fig. 6 Perhaps as a result of the logarithmic depth-scale, it looks like the column inventory is larger in the GLODAP
search for and correct the following miss-spelled words:
Response: Thank you for your suggestions. We have checked throughout the manuscript and made corresponding corrections.
decide on macronutrients/macro-nutrients, Equator/equator, Tropics/tropics, PAR/par
Response: Thank you for your suggestions. We have made corresponding corrections.
last not least: model layers are not vertical -delete 'vertical'
Response: Thank you for your comments. We changed 'vertical levels' to 'layers'.
check references for captial letters (and 'technology' in affil. 1)
Response: Thank you for your comment. We have checked throughout the manuscript for capital letters.
some authors missing in Jones et al 2013
Response: Thank you for your comment. The missed authors are added.
Some typos in Madec and NEMO Team ref.
Response: Thank you for your comment. This reference is revised.
Response to reviewer 2
General comments Fig. 1 and 6 ), the depth-latitude distributions of nutrients, alkalinity and DIC in the Atlantic Ocean and the Pacific Ocean (Fig. 2 and Fig. 7) .
My second comment is that at the present state of the manuscript the model-data (or rather model-climatology) comparison is not informative enough to really
We have also diagnosed the spatial pattern of nutrients limitation for nanophytoplankton and diatoms (Fig. 4) . Corresponding discussions can be found in Pg8 L7-L23, Pg9 L8-L20, and Pg10 L11-L20. 
In addition to these
page 2 line 7 (p2l7 in the following): Menon et al 2007 is not the right citation for that statement
